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PLURIDIMENSIONAL OPPOSITIONS: 

THREE CASE STUDIES IN SCRIPTURE (PENTATEUCH) BOHAIRIC 


A. SHISHA-HALEVY - Jerusalem 


0. While the usual paradigmatic (binary or “polyvalent”) conception of 
grammatical opposition as envisaged by the Geneva, Prague and Copenhagen 
structural schools 1 is unidimensional, representing the tension between two 
poles, more complex oppositions are often observable. These are “disjointable” 
i.e. decomposable and resolvable into two or more “simple” paradigms, yet, in 
actual linguistic reality, constitute multifaceted categories. In such complex 
categories, for the structure of which I suggest a geometrical polyhedral model 
rather than an unstructured cluster one 2 , every “point” - that is to say, the actual 
linguistic form in la parole , in the text - contracts (or is rather held in) several 
unidimensional oppositions, each on a different plane/dimension: every syntag- 
matic/paradigmatic crossover is in fact a nodal point on the junction between 
these dimensions; opposition obtains conjointly between paradigm members and 
between paradigms on different planes/dimensions. In turn, individual opposition 
facets are often held in opposition tension to facets of other complex categories: 
thus an intricate opposition mesh or system is constructed, a veritable grammati¬ 
cal system of coexistences ou tout se tient , “a system of categories” (Hjelmslev) 
- comparably to the matter system, with the individual categories analogous 
to “atoms” of varying complexity, and the structured-and-ordered category 


1 I cannot, for reasons of space, go even briefly into the vast literature and research history of the 
oppositional concept in linguistic description. Let me just draw attention to the following: as a rule, 
discussion and theoretical sophistication focus on the phonological and lexical-semantic oppositions 
and distinctive-feature (componential) analysis (see for instance Householder 1971: Chs. 9-10. 
In this connection: Trubetskoy’s “multiliteral” oppositions refer to a wholly different concept, of a 
given phonological opposition being recoverable also elsewhere other than in a specific pair of terms, 
“multidimensionality” in phonology is used by Lyons in yet a different sense: see Introduction to 
Theoretical Linguistics 131.) For S. Fleischman’s “opposition cluster concept”; see n. 2. I believe 
the pluridimensional opposition model is closer in spirit to de Saussure’s intention in the Cours than 
is his Prague School interpretation: de Saussure primarily presents “associative” (not binary!) 
relations between lexical (and some lexeme-like word-formational) entities, well known for the 
complexity of their interrelationship. Closest to our pluridimensional oppositions are I. Kurylowicz’s 
complex semantic-morphological oppositions or categories, following V. Brpndal (see Kurylowicz 
1964:19ff .passim): these are quadri-dimensional, with ‘neutral’, ‘positive’, ‘negative’ and ‘complex’ 
constituents. 

2 The conecpt of “opposition cluster concept”, is applied by Fleischman (1990:55ff., 377f. n. 36) 
to clusters of oppositional properties or functional component features, resolved, actualized or trig¬ 
gered in different levels of the linguistic system (“referential, textual, expressive, meta-linguistic”; 
e.g., for a narrative tense-form: time, aspect, semelfactivity; sequentiality, fronting). 
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analogous to molecules 3 .1 wish to stress at 


combinations - syntactic “patterns 
this point that neutralization [of all kinds, in specifiable textual-syntagmatic 

environments] is no less an opposition term, a second-power, negative or 
arguably zero one: “opposition absent”, opposed to “opposition present 




55 


term(s). Hence, neutralization “occupies” its own facet in the category polyhe 
dron, and stands accordingly in opposition to others. 

0.1. The category structure here described is entirely non-hierarchical 
no primary or secondary oppositions - and static: no procedural (Bloomfield’s 
descriptive”) ordering, no rule sequencing is called for: in a synchronic decod¬ 
ing analysis and value definition of the textual element and phenomenon, of 
the linguistic entity, there is, I believe, no call for such essentially generative 
(and in truth unanalytic) dynamic models 3 4 . 

I shall illustrate this type of grammatical category with three cases from 
Bohairic Coptic, as part of an ongoing comprehensive study of Scripture Bohairic 
syntax. My data all stem from a single corpus, namely the unedited Paris Pen¬ 
tateuch (Paris Bibl. Nationale copte 7), occasionally noting variant readings in 
Vat. copto l 5 . 


with 


a 


1. A tridimensional morphosyntactic category: the negation of the circum 

stantial conversion (the Durative Conjugation Pattern) 

basic 


circumstantial 

affirmative 


affirmative 


negative 
/-.. .art 


negative 

nf-.. an vs. ef -.. .an 


if-...) 


{ef-) 


VS. 


Component oppositions/neutralizations: 

(1) converter: “{0-} vs. {£-}” (morphophonologically complementary distrib¬ 
ution: pre-syllabic nasal/pre-other environments, i.e. neutralization). 

(2) negator: “ { n.. .an } vs. {.. .an } ” (not { 0 -. . .an }!): adverbal/adnominal vs. 
constituental (i.e. constituent-referred) or governed negation; 

(3) negator: “{...an} vs. {n...an}": basic (unconverted) vs. circumstantial 
clause. 


3 This, needless to say, is no more than an analogy, illuminating in that it lets us bridge the gap 
between the simple binary unidimensional oppositions (“atom constituents”, in our analogy) and 
the system conception of language. Indeed, I suspect many - if not most - oppositions currently 
taken for binary are in fact complex (e.g. the so-called number category, certainly the nominal deter¬ 
mination syndrome; the tense system). 

4 Cf. Bronzwaer apud Fleischman 1990:56: “linguistic signals are not so much a matter of fea¬ 
tures selected according to rules as deviation from norms, marked by clearly visible contrasts with 
contextual features”. 

5 The use, for grammatical study, of Melvin Peters’ critical edition of Genesis and Exodus 
(Atlanta 1985 and 1986 respectively) is seriously handicapped by numerous inaccuracies, esp. occa¬ 
sional inexact attribution and even omission of variant readings. 
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The normal (unmarked) negator of the Durative Conjugation in an uncon¬ 
verted (basic) clause is {...an} 6 . 

1 . 2 . While in the negative Base Conjugation 7 and negative Existential 8 the 
zeroing of the circumstantial converter could be presented as a relatively simple 
morpho-phonemic neutralisatzion, in the Durative Conjugation the structural 
value of converted {n-...an} 9 is complex, signalling the circumstantial as well 
as the signifie(s) of the choice of {n-...an} and not {...an} xo as negators of the 
circumstantial: the latter is in this case the semantically (a) and syntactically 
(b-c) marked term of our opposition: 

(a) {...an} negating, not the nexus between the thematic and rhematic con¬ 
stituents of the conjugation form, but the circumstantial entirety, as an adverbial 
or adnominal adjunct 11 (note the neat contrast between the two negations): 

Deut. 4:42 (=Vat.) c()H ctna^cdtcb Mneqq^(j)Hp Nqem an, N©oq 
eqMoef MMoq an “not he-hating him”: note the typical constituental 


6 


Schwartze 1843:1579f., Stern 1880: par. 388f. Exx.: (present) Gen. 27:2, 31:5:29, 39:8, Ex. 
5:16, 16:8, 32:4, Lev. 12:8, 13:45, 14:21, Num. 10:30, 16:12, Deut. 25:7:8; (future) Gen. 24:50, 
29:8, 43:5, Ex. 16:25, 23:21, Num. 16:14, 20:17, 23:19:19, Deut. 2:5:19. Exceptions {{n-...an} 

negating an unconverted conjugation form) are rare in our corpus: Ex. 21:5 (nTn^ - - • • xn; 

Vat. T N ^- • • • an) and Lev. 22:23 (NceojHn an, Vat. cecyHn an), all included by xe—, thus 

in fact not autonomous (.XG-clauses include more {n-...an} negations in certain parts of the Bohairic 
NT which I examined); N'f ca) °Y N an precedes oyo£ T NA0 Y 0 P n< l an in Ex. 5:2, and so is 
quite possibly circumstantial to the preceding “so that I should lett the children of Israel go”. 

7 mttg- Gen. 24:16; mtta= Ex. 33:11; mttatg-- (esp. common) Gen. 19:3:8, Ex. 1:9, Deut. 


22:28. 


8 


mmon Gen. 20:9; also initial mmon, “otherwise”, Sah. gmmon (very comon in Shenoute, 
where it is a “pro-protasis”, usually followed by an unreal apodosis or rhetorical question); 
Gen. 30:1, 42:16, significantly with an e- variant in our corpus (Num. 20:18): in a way, this is out¬ 
side the conversion system. 

For example: (adnominal) Deut. 8:9, 28:36, 32:17, (adverbal, inch predicative) Gen. 43:3, 
44:26:31:34, 45:6, Lev. 13:45, Num. 5:27, 6:12, 35:11:23. For the circumstantial n-...an, see 
Schwartze 1843:185If., 1633f; Andersson 1904:115f. 

Stem 1880: par. 388f., 431. It was Schwartze (1843:1460ff., 1579f.) who devoted most space 

to this question, showing great analytical sensitivity (even without making allowances for his faulty 
textual sources): he believes n-...an is somehow a stronger form of the negation, and more typical of 
questions. In his posthumous grammar, edited in 1850 by Steinthal, Schwartze did not revisit this 
issue. For possibly one of the best of many treatments of a comparable opposition ( ne-...pas 
vs. .. .pas) in French, see Sturm 1981: this study brings home very cogently the complexity of the 
opposition: the manifold parameters - phonetic (the phonetic environment of ne ), prosodic, (inch the 
syllabic structure of the verb), morphological and morphosyntactic (inch the nominal/ pronominal 
nature of the actor and the mood of the verb), semantic (inch the relative rhematic importance of the 
verb) and of course sociolinguistic. Incidentally, the distribution and value system of {(n-)...an} in 
Nitrian Scripture Bohairic is very different from the one found in our MS: note especially {...an} 
complementing other (non-durative) negative forms, notably the Future (NNeq- an), the imperative 
Mnep-, mmon and the Conjunctive. In the NT the situation is not clear: the MS hierarchy system 
is more complicated: {n-} alone seems to negate in some sources and in certain functions. 

Note the following exx. of {...an} as a constituental negator: Gen. 4:15 mttaiphT an, 
Lev. 15:25. FjCNncHoy an ntg-, Num. 24:17 T^ATAMoq oyo£ T NO Y an, 12:8. £>GNoyNAy 
oyo? hGNoycMOT an, Deut. 9:5f. g©bg- ... an, etc. 


9 


10 
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negation in Greek here - on jiiacov; in 19:4 we have in Paris and Vat. NqMOCT 
... an, the unmarked circumstantial negation. Deut. 25:5 oypcoMi eqj>eNT 
epoq an “a man not-kindred to him”. 

(b) The circumstantial in protasi , immediately following eq^con “should it 
happen 

Deut. 22:2 eq^cun Ae eqj>eNT epoK an ... oyAe nkccooyn mM oq an 
but if he is not related to thee... and thou dost not know him”. 

(c) The circumstantial continuing (= subcategorizing) a relative conversion 
i.e. as a sub-conversion form: 


if” 12 : 


55 a 




Lev. 11:26 (pH nibgn eTGNi6on NTepATq cpopAC oyo2 oycA©Mi 

Any the hoofs of whose feet are divided, and the cud it 




eqcAOMi mM oq an 

does not chew”. 




1.2.1. Exception: Ex. 23:26 oyoN eNqN amici an [Vat. Nq- an] 

who does not bear”: note the strange writing: CN^q. 

1.3. Even pending an exhaustive examination, it is possible to observe a 

preponderance of {n-...an} as negator in the relative 13 and Second-Tense 14 con¬ 
versions, and perhaps in other included clause forms 15 . If this impression indeed 
turns out to be correct, this will nicely complement and corroborate the structural 
pertinence interpretation suggested here. 


one 


vL. kL* vL* vL* vL. vL. 

* 7 * 


2. A bidimensional syntactic/text-grammatical category: the appositive relative 

The appositive relative expansion of a noun, in which either of two demonstra¬ 
tives, {phai} or {phe}, represents the nucleus and is in turn nucleus of a relative 
conversion form, presents a complex categorial set of oppositions in which the 
definiteness parameter for the nucleus plays a decisive role: 16 


12 


The circumstantial is here a member of the paradigm following eastern (which in the corpus 
examined also includes the conjunctive, Conditional and unconverted Nominal Sentence, but not 
an unconverted conjugation form): eq(Nx)- (Lev. 22:4, 27:19), exq- (Lev. 7:18), eoyoN - 

(Ex. 21:18, Lev. 25:26, Deut. 25:11). 

Already Schwartze 1843:1579f. Exx.: Lev. 23:29, Num. 14:23, Deut. 11:2, 29:15, 31:13. 

Note that at least in the case of certain relative constructions we encounter {0-...an} as opposed to 
{n-...an}: Lev. 14:32 c|)H GTe-0-qNX.xiMi xn, the zero made evident by the third-person resump¬ 
tive actor pronoun (which should be distinguished from the “abundans” resumptive pronoun in affir¬ 
mative clauses, Polotsky 1987:55ff. 

Exx.: Gen. 29:25, 31:15, Num. 20:17, 23:19, Deut. 8:3, 11:10, 29:14; exceptions do occur 

(Gen. 38:9, 40:8, Deut. 5:3), which may be due to the fluctuation between nexal and focal negation 
(Shisha-Halevy 1986: lOlff.). 

Cf. Sturm 1981:62f., 112f., 169, 174, for the prevalence of ne...pas in “subordinated” clauses. 

Properly speaking, both {phai} and {phe} are opposed to {zero} as exponent of the non-apposi- 
tive (“attributive”) relative: in this type of relative clause, the definiteness opposition for the nucleus + 
relative clause has a very different structure, with the adnominal circumstantial entering the opposition 
system for [indefinite + zero] nucleus. Polotsky 1987:90f. does not include nucleus definiteness in his 


13 


4 


15 


16 
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nucleus 


expansion 

{phai} vs. {phe} et 
{phai} vs. {phe} et 


(1) [definite] 

(2) [indefinite] 


2.1. For a definite nucleus, the binary opposition is 

{phe} et- 

delocutive/unmarked deictic 

perspective. 

(a) The interlocutive (dialogic, lst-2nd person), actual or imminent, familiar 
point of reference is as a rule formally marked in the relative clause (either 
pronominally in an actant/circumstant pronoun, or by an augens, or both; note the 
enclitic Noy and m4>ooy “now”, “today”, adverbial signals of this perspective): 

Gen. 3:11 nityHN c|)ai gtai2GN2cdnk epoq .xg-c|)ai MMxyxrq 
MnepoycuM gboa m Moq “The tree, about which I commanded thee: ‘Of 
this alone thou shalt not eat 

Gen. 24.42 ttimcuit +Noy e't'Moq^i 2 icuTq “The way on which I 

am now walking 

Gen. 39:17 17 neKAAoy N2^Bpeoc c|)ai gtakgn q 
boy, whom thou broughtest... 

or else/also by {pai }-determination of the nucleus, in which case we observe 
concord of deixis - reference-continuity inside the deixis perspective - which, 
properly speaking, constitutes a kind of neutralization: 

Ex. 4.17 ttai cy bcdt gtgknagp-naimhini N2PHI Nj?HTq “Your 

staff, by which thou shalt do these signs 

Deut. 4:8 ttainomoc th pq cj)Ai anok e ' f'f MMoq mttgtgnmgo 
mc|)ooy “All of this law which I, I put before you today 

Deut. 19:1 18 naie©noc nai GTGqNA'f mttoyka2i ncdtgn “These 

peoples whose land He will give to you”. 

(b) The detached-delocutive/unmarked perspective signalled by {phe} occurs in 
expositive, instructive, prophetic or narrative textemes, including “future sce¬ 
nario”; in these, of course, it is marked and is indeed among the textemic mark¬ 
ers; this perspective overrules the interlocutive one. It is almost ubiquitous 19 : 


{phai } et 


vs. 


interlocutive deictic 

perspective 


999 


99 


a 


The Hebrew 


99 


99 


99 


discussion: he suggests that {phai} et- (which, unlike {phe} et-, is exclusively appositive), is looser in 
its relation to its nucleus, putting a special stress on the “p^^tfietic” dependence of the relative clause. 

Other striking exx.: Gen. 37:6, Ex. 10:11, 15, 16, 23:22, 32:8, Lev. 11:39, 18:3, Deut. 11:8, 
3:25, 10:21, 11:8, 27:1:10, 32:6. 

Other exx.: Ex. 19:7, Num. 15:22, Deut. 4:2, 11:22, 20:16. 

Some other exx.: Gen. 23:17, 24:7:27, 27:27, 28:52:67, 30:2:26, Ex. 12:2, Lev. 27:28, Deut. 

1:44,2:35,4:49. 


17 


18 


19 


230 


A. SHISHA-HALEVY 


Gen. 24:14 fnApeeNOC ©h anok ejN^oc nak 

whom I, I shall tell thee” 

Ex. 11:5 . . . oyo2 eyeMoy n-xg-o^amici nibgn ic-xeN-nq^opn 

hmici M(|)ApACD (J>h GT2eMCi 2*TTi©poNOC ... “And they shall die, all 
firstborns, from the firstborn of Pharao, who sits on the throne...”. 

{phe} signals numinous detachment and is thus unmarked when the nucleus 
refers to God: 


The maid 


Gen. 24:40 tt6c (J)^ c|)h GTAipANAq MneqMeo Neoq GqGTAyo 
HneqxrreAOC “The Lord God Whom I have pleased, He will send His 
angel” 

Gen. 35:3 cjrf. . . c|)H GTAq.xoc nhi “God...Who said to me” 

Ex. 6:7 neTGNNoy't' <|> H £TA.q cnghn oy gboa }>gnttka2i nxhmi . . . 
“Your God Who brought you out of the land of Egypt” 

Lev. 22:9 anok ne tt6c 4>h GTGpGprA^m MMcooy (cf. also Ex. 15:26), 

“I am the Lord, Who accomplish them” 

Thus, {phai} is also used here to express “such as...” (see below): 

Deut. 10:17 (j)^ ttinio^ eT^cop oyo2 gtoi N2°1' 4>ai 

MnAqepq^c|)Hpi N 20 ... “God the Great, mighty and fearful, (who is) 
such as has no regard... 
or rejection and disdain in other cases: 

Lev. 20:23 niggnoc nh anok eiNAoyopnoy gboa j>ap<jdtgn 

“The peoples whom I shall cast out before you”. 


” . 


Finally, {phai j markes reference contrast or shift when in syntagmatic 
opposition to {phe}: 

Lev. 16:27 ttimaci (J>h eTee©Becj)NOBi n gmttibamtti 4>h gtgggbg- 

4>nobi nai GTAyGNnoycNoq Gj?oyN “The bull, the one for the sin- 
offering, and the goat, the one for the sin-offering, they whose blood was brought 
in” (see footnote 26). 

2.1.1. Two recurring formulaic configurations deserve special mention. First, 
constructions with the nucleus tt(i)ka2I “the land”, referring to the Promised 
Land, and a variety of verbs as expansion 20 : 

Deut. 4:1 . . . ntgtgngpkahponomin mttik A2i (|>h gtgttSc cjrf 
ntgngtgn lO'f nath iq ncdtgn ... “...and you shall inherit the land 
which the Lord, God of your fathers shall give you” 


20 


Some exx.: Gen. 50:24, Lev. 20:22, Deut. 7:1, 9:23, 10:11, 19:2:14, 30:18. 


231 


PLURIDIMENSIONAL OPPOSITIONS 


Here I believe the role of {phe} is indeed to signal the solemn tone of prophetic 
promise rhetorics, also evoking the non-actual and ideic as well as the numinous. 
However, when the Land is described, a different king of affective rhetorical tone 
is conveyed by {phai}: 

Num. 14:8 ttika2i c|)Ai gt^a^ Nepco'f' ncmcbio) 

{phai } is also used in compatibility with the imminence of the action expressed 
in the relative verb: 

Deut. 11:8 ttika2i c|)Ai n ©cdtgn gtgtgnn ajxin op GMAy “The 

land which you, you are going to cross over to”. 

That there is no correspondence to this tone modulation in the constructions of 
the Greek Vorlage is a tribute to the sensitivity of the Coptic translator; so much 
for the alleged servility of the Bohairic translation. Indeed, Coptic must make 
use of its means of expression - its grammatical categories - and accordingly 
often refine its resolution of the original, using an independent, or semi-depen¬ 
dent reading of the context. 

Second, the nucleus 2An, gntoah “law”, “enjoinment” etc., with a variety 
of verbs 21 : here - always in interlocutive context - the fluctuation of {phe} and 
{phai} seems to reflect the variation between a detached “preceptive” moralizing 
and a familiar tone: 

Deut. 4:1 ni2Att nh anok G'f'f'CBcu ncdtgn Gpcooy Mcjjooy gaitoy 
“The laws which I, I instruct you today to do”. 


2.2. For an indefinite nucleus (never zero-determinated!), the opposition is: 

{phai} et- 

cataphoric-characterizing 
“(such)... as” 

(a) {ou-}... {phai} et-: 

Examples 22 : 

Gen. 11:4 oynyproc c|)ai gtgtgnacJ)g naojcdtii o>ag2Phi gtcJ>g 

“A tower, such as will have its head reach the sky” 

Deut. 21:3 oyBA2Ci ©ai gtgmttgc-gp2CDB “a heifer, such as has not 
done any work”. 

Rarely, {phe} occurs in a similar context, yet with a different expressive 
(depreciating or censuring?) deictic tone; not “such as”: 

Ex. 1:8 KGoypo ... (J>h gtgnac) ccuoyN nicuchcJ) an ttg (Vat. cJ>ai) 
“Another king... that did not know Joseph” 


{phe} et 

protatic law-code “case-stating”: 
“should there be (one) who” 


vs. 


Exx.: Deut. 4:2, 7:11, 10:13, 27:1, 28:1, 30:16, 32:46. 
Other exx.: Ex. 32:1,34:10, Deut. 10:21. 


?? 
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Num. 23:19 oyq^Hpi NpcoMi 4 >h eTJce-MeeNoyx “A son of man who 

speaks falsehood 

Deut. 11:2 ngcdtgn 2anaacdoyi an nh gtgn cgcdoyn an (=Vat.; 
Gk ob%i xot TiaiSia opoov oaoi ook oiSaaiv ...) “You are not little children. 

who do not know 

Notable here is the relative frequency of negative relative clauses. 

(b) {ou-} ...{phe} et- 

Examples 

Lev. 5:17 oy^yxH ©h gtnagpnobi ... “Should a soul sin... 

Num. 9:10 oypcDMi (pH gtnA cycom Gq6Aj>GM 

become unclean... 

This construction expresses a concretization (by case-defining) of generic 
potentialities 24 . 

In both (a) and (b) constructions the verb is strongly rhematic, the nominal 
nucleus weak, information-wise, or even merely formal. 


>5 




23 


Should a man 




2.3. Outside the construction in point, {phai} is generally considered proximal 
(approx, “this”, “questo”), {phe} distal (“that”, “quello”) 25 . This, however, over¬ 
simplifies the functional picture, which for {phai } includes syntagmatically strong 
(ana-/cata-) phoricity - indeed, it is the main exponent of reference to personal 
pronouns in the text - , paradigmatically hic-et-nunc “familiar”, interlocutive 
situational deixis 26 ; for [phe], very weak textual-syntagmatic phoricity (and 
indeed representative, non-phoric reference roles), paradigmatically detached, 
delocutive deixis 27 . 


^ vL* vL* vL. vt>* vL* vL* vL* vL» vL* vL* 

^ ^ ^ 


23 


Other exx.: Lev. 5:4, 15:2, 20:27. 

As a matter of tact, {phe} substantivizing the relative has this case-stating function on its own, 
thus bringing home the merely formal (and information-wise “empty”) status of the nominal 
nucleus. Indeed, it is dfficult to decide whether the appositum in our construction is {phe}, further 

expanded by et-, or the substantival {phe} et-. Cf. Ex. 21:15ff., 30:33, 32:26, Lev. 15:6, 20:10, and 
see Polotsky 1987:49ff. 

Stern 1880:116 “(J)xi” weist energisch auf das folgende hin, (J)H schwacher auf das voran- 
gegangene zuriick”; he states that <|>ai gt-- is “hardly allowed”, unless it be to “refer with empha¬ 
sis”. Mallon-Malinine 1956:46 ignores <j>xi gt— altogether. Exx. for {phe}: Gen. 37:19, Ex. 7:12, 
24:2, Num. 22:33. 


24 


25 


26 


Cf. Gen. 20:9, 35:17, 37:32, Num. 14:35 (dialogic-pragmatic “this” deixis); Gen. 29:34 
Ex. 12:, 32:1, 33:17, Deut. 1:5 ({phai}/{phai} and {phai} T NO Y “ 

Gen. 34:15, Ex. 8:18, 15:1, Lev. 11:9, 23:3f., Num. 26:51 (phoric {phai}). 

{phe} deictic/distal: Gen. 41:13, Ex. 7:12, 8:22, 24:2, Num. 22:33 


compatibilities); 


now 


27 


always in reference 

contrast (referring to an interlocutive pronoun, demonstrative pronoun or a proper name.) But it is 
the referentially delocutive {phe} that normally serves to substantivize the relative, with a higher 
specificity (and person/number commutability) factor than {/?-} et: contrast the generic-intefinite 
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3. A tridimensional lexico-syntactic category: the “nominal nucleus - nomi¬ 
nal satellite” phrase: {P- w-}, {P- nte -}, {PI- nte-} 

3.0.1. The complicated structure of the determination system of Bohairic Coptic 
is, in my opinion, its single (or rather multiple) most difficult problem of syntax 
as yet unsolved. It involves a set of categories, a syndrome, which, due to its 
all-pervasive complexity verges on the “nominal condition”. A central compo¬ 
nent of this set is the pluridimensional relational category of one nuclear noun, 
expanded by another, realized in three main constructions 28 : tx\X m-mcdychc 
the-hand of-Moses”, rr-cpAi ntc-n i-ATcy gmh p “the-festival of-the-unleav- 
ened”, tti-aaoc ntg-tti-ka^i “the-people of-the-land”. In all three, it is the 
nucleus where one finds both oppositive and neutralizing factors. 

3.0.2. Determinators and “generics” in Bohairic 

Three determinators play a role in the signalling system of non-specific actual¬ 
ization of a noun lexeme in Boharic (leaving out the “indefinite”{Of/}): 

(a) The class-forming, class-defining, class-bounding determination: class- 
totality; class-representant in the oppostion system of classes: {P/-}, fern. 
{77-}. This is the intensional reference to the class. 

This determination characterizes especially closed-paradigm categories, and 
catalogic lists (social classes, animal species, ethnonyms): ni-cyeMMO ngm- 
ni-peMN^ccuiAi “the stranger and the proselyte”; ni-xeTTeoc ngm-tti- 

reprecoc NGM-ni-XMoppeoc ngm-tt'}* xanangoc ngm-tti-(J)gpg- 
ceioc NCM-ni-eyeoc ngm-tti-gboycgoc “the Hittites and the Girgashites 
and the Amorrites and the Canaanites and the Perizzites and the Hivites and 


a 


MMON-neT (e.g. Lev. 25:26, 26:17:36) with the specific-definite qa>on an N^ce-cpH gt- 

(Deut. 32:39; cf. Gen. 49:10, 50:11, Lev. 27:19, Deut. 21:15, 27:16ff.; mmon cj >h gt- in Gen. 41:8 

is in fact specific-indefinite), {phai et-} does occur as nominalization, appositive to the pronominal 
theme in an interrogative Nominal Sentence (“oy ttg c()ai gt-”: Ex. 4:2, 14:11, 15:13, 18:14). 

A selective discussion survey: Stern 1880 (parr. 292ff.) in fact underestimates nucleus deter¬ 
mination as a crucial formal factor and concentrates on {ft-} vs. {nte-}, characterizing the former 
(“Genitiv der Relation”) as more general, the latter (“der bestimmte Genitiv”) as stressing the 
specific and concrete. (So Crum, Dictionary 230a: {nte-} is evidently considerd marked and moti¬ 
vated, used “for greater precision” and in special determination conditions). In Mallon-Malinine 
(as in other grammars) we find a mere listing of “occurence rules” for the constructions in point. 
Jelanskaja 1981, esp. 119-122, correlates both expansion forms to “weak” and “strong” articles and 
finds even phonetic conditioning factors (121 n. 6). Most interesting, in terms of research history, are 
Battiscombe Gunn’s notes on the subject (unpublished, kept at the Griffith Institute, Oxford, note¬ 
books VII 4,5,10 to 18). Gunn, hardly known as a Coptologist, was keenly interested in Bohairic 
(especially Nitrian Bohairic). His work notes on {ft-} and {nte-} show a very sophisticated approach, 
with many insights on Bohairic determination in general; they begin optimistically (“Rule: when the 
rectum is undetermined and has no article an is not a proper name, the genitival word is N-, not NTE, 
and if the regens has the definite article this must be of the Pi-series, not the P-series”) but tend 

other cases to be studied 


28 


to become more and more dejected (“are exceptions incorrect? 
question still is why NTE is employed in some cases and not in others”). A recent, to me disap¬ 
pointing discussion is by Depuydt (1985) who uses a mixed corpus, virtually ignores or dismisses the 
{p- nte-} pattern and its plural (52f.) and does not even consider the lexical factor or the specific 
semantics of {ft-}; his treatment of generic determination (58f.) is very inadequate as well. 


the 
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the Jebusites”; ni-opcj)ANOC NeM-'f'-XHpx “the orphan and the widow”. 

Interestingly, used for the “classes” named and brought into existence in the 
Creation: ni-e 20 oy, ni-e^copj, tti-ka2L ^-021 mi “Day”, “Night”, “Land 
Woman”: genus name and genus are one 29 . 

(b) The diffuse class-constituency, unquantified: { 0 -}; class-individuals, with 
any class-member as representant; the class as unbounded, amorphic mass 
extensional reference to the class, cct-cdn i “to throw stones, to stone”; epcu'f’ 

2ieBico “milk and honey”; kata-ccdma “(body) by body”, Mne-qeNT q^cum 
no worm came to be”; mmon-nobi 61 epoq “no sin relates to him”, Mnep- 
tcumi ec 2 iMi “Do not attach yourself to any woman”, MnoycoyN^i 
They did not know a husband”, cdik MneqoycuM . . . Mcooy Mneqccu 
Bread he ate not, nor water he drank not”, 2 &T 2 iNoyB “silver and gold”. 

No doubt the two most striking grammatical functions of the zero-article “dif¬ 
fuse” class in Coptic are (1) adnominal-attributive, following the nota relationis 
{n-}: oycTyAoc N-xpci)M “A pillar of fire”, ttimcdit N-oypo “the King’s 
way”; ( 2 ) adverbal-predicative ones, following the special predicative-introducing 
{n-} with incomplete-predicativity verbs (e.g. “become”, “make/be made” etc.): 
aithik NNoy't’ “I have made thee a god 30 .” This generic perspective is also 
very common in existential statements, esp. negative ones (generally, the diffuse 
class perspective has a pronounced semantic compatibility with negation: it is 
typically actant, existant or possessum of negative sentences, and neg. alternant 
of other generic articles): ngmmon-hi rxp ne MneoyoN Moy n t>HTq 

(Ex. 12:30) “There was no house in which someone did not die”. 

(c) The genus or class naming determination: {P-}, fem.{P-}: not class-form 
ing, but meta-class or class-external: the class presented as a Proper Name 
the “glossary representant” of the class 31 , its signifiant: the concept-form 
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29 


The plural {NI-} is used under circumstances not yet entirely clear in this (or a very similar) 
function, problably slightly more concrete (NiOHpiON Nxrpioc “the wild beasts”). There seems 
to be a complex, both lexically and syntactically conditioned complementary distribution, i.e. occa¬ 
sional neuralization, between {zero}, {P-} and {PI-} {PI-} is used as topic for {P-}, Deut.l:14; 
in the “pcuc NTcHqi” type of possessives, e.g. Deut. 20:13): consider all three in Deut. 28:48 
Lag. (tti^ko ngm-ttiibi ngm-ttbcdoj NeM-MGTpeqepjjxe ngnxai nibgn “hunger, thirst 
nakedness, want of all things”), with the first two mutually referred, the third individually infinitival 
the fourth adapted to nibgn “any, all” (Vat. has n-, P. tti-, ni-, n-.). 

Shisha-Halevy 1986:116ff., 129ff. 

This is in fact the typical gloss-form in the older Greek-(Bohairic) Coptic glossaries (so in 
P. Vindob. G 26018 ed. Satzinger: Txypoc: ttmgci, kamyaoc: ttOamoya; in Crum & Bell’s 
Greek-Coptic Glossary (Aegyptus 6:177-220, 1925), {P-} and {0-} determination alternate in 

complementary distribution, the former for body organs, instruments and tools, professions, the lat¬ 
ter for animal and human species and types, qualities, materials. In Kircher’s Arabic-Coptic Scalae 

late Bohairic - (e.g. B.M.Or.8775, 8780), {PI-} and {P-} are the gloss forms. (Incidentally, the 

antecedent-less” Gq ccdtm “one who...” is the usual gloss-form for adjectival and participial 
lemmata: Shisha-Halevy 1976). The use of the “meta-class” , the metaphrastic generic perspective 
in glossaries is encountered, for instance, in medieval Latin-Vernacular (Italian) glossaries: “hec 
platea: la piaza”, “A/c spurius: lu vastardo” (from U. Vignuzzi, II “Glossario Latino Sabino” di 






30 
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approximately the suppositio materialis/appellativa. The determinator is deicti 
cally inert, non-phoric, properizing 

Here we typically find uniques (cj)-^ “God”, 4>-iom “the sea”, n-q^Aqe 
the desert”; also some proper names, like 0-babyacdn “Babylon”, tt- 
icpAHA (iha) (“Israel”), abstract concepts (cJ)-nobi “sin”, t-kakia “evil 
4>-po)cyi “sufficiency”,) very typically, infinitives and nomina actionis 
(c|)-hoy “death”, cf)-N02eM “salvation”, n-^m-TCUoyN “arising” and, reg¬ 
ularly, the grammaticalized verbal nominalization tj-x\ N-epeq-), the naming 
or quote form (icaxap xc-^-sexe “Issachar, that is to say ‘reward’) 33 and 
(a special lexemic subgroup with {ft-} valency), relational or “inalienable 
nouns: see below. The genus name is usual in fixed prepositional phrases (ic.xeN- 
(J>- pco m i cp a-tt-tgbn h “from man to beast”) and is but rarely expanded 
(before relative expansion it shares the syntax of a nuclear proper name). 


32 . « 


that which is called ‘X 


555 


44 


55 


5 


55 


In schematic presentation: 


4>mcdoy” “water” (the element) 

cbNOBi” “Sin 


44 


nHpn” “Wine 


55 


44 




44 


55 


55 


55 


. . . . Mcooy water 


44 


Hpn wine 




5 * 


nob i “sin(s) 


55 


tti Mcooy “water” nmpn “wine” (opp. “oil 

ttinobi “(the) sin 


barley”) 


55 4 4 




55 44 


Sin 


55 




3.1 Our tridimensional opposition obtains primarily between three construc¬ 
tions, of which the non-lexical constituents are: 

{P-}, {PI-}, standing also for the corresponding feminines {/-}, and {77-} and the 
plurals [NEN-] [rare]; {TV/-}, respectively: {OU-}, {0-} - “articles”, in the nucleus; 

{ft-}, {nte-} - “notae relationis”, in the satellite 

{P-n-}, {P- nte-} (plurals {NEN- n -}, {NEN- nte-}) and [PI- nte-}, with a 
neutralization facet for {OU-/0- nte-}. Neutralization apart, we are basically 
concerned with two oppositions, namely “{ft-} vs. {nte-}” and “{P-} vs. {P/-}”. 
In the following schematic structure explained, commented, specified and illus¬ 
trated below, I present the “flattened” tridimensional category: 




Ser Iacopo Uvsello da Roccantica [Perugia 1984]) or “ hoc caput: lu capo”, “/z/c pes: lu pede” (from 
I. Baldelli, Glossario Latino-Reatino del’ Cantalicio [Bari 1971]. (Information supplied by Luisa 
Ferretti Cuomo, with who I shared the pleasure of pursuing this study and to whom I owe some of 
its formulations). 

For {P-} used to “properize” a notion see Shisha-Halevy 1989:12, 33f. 

Shisha-Halevy 1989:92ff. 
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l If 


lex. x 

+ "genus 
name" 


lex. "x 

+ "genus 
name" 


I it 


({P-J 


IP-) 


{Pl-nte-} 

{Nl-nte-} 


{OU- / 0-}-nte 


neutralization 


(1 


of relation type 


phoricity 
of phrase 


({rite-} 


non-pertinent) 


( 2 ) 


vs. 


genericity, 

total 

absence/ 

unmarkedness 


of 


"relativeness 
of lexeme 


(3) 


expanded 

lexeme 


3.1.1. Comments: {P-n-}, lex. “x”: a half-closed lexeme list of “relative” or 
relational” concepts (see below): note that the lexical-list validity is not 
absolute, but applies only in the syntagms in point 34 . 

The discontinuous {P-... 11 -}, plural {nen- n-} 35 is, in structural terms, really 
{n-} rection, i.e. actantial governing, of {n-} by the lexemes, simultaneous with 
{P-} selection; {n-} expansion is the valency - elsewhere realized as zero - of 




34 


These are “relative nouns”, cf. Tuki’s “nomina relativa” (Tuki 1778). The reservation as to 
validity is important: the fuzziness of the semantic distinctions, the hesitant predictability, the fluctua¬ 
tion in construction reflect flexibility in usage, due to variation in semantic (pragmatic, situational, 
contextual...) reference, but also to those of socio-cultural attitude and even sheer “meaningless 
variation. Of course, in “Coptic” the list concerns marking as “relational nouns” rather than with in¬ 
lexicon oppositions - a given lexeme belongs to the “x” list by token of its construction - absolute, 
clear-cut “relationality” is non-existent. 

The first impression concerning the distribution and function of the “lexemic plurals” [£cdb] 
^BHoyi , “thing(s)”, [peAAo] peAAOi “old man/men”), as well as their correlation with the 
syntactic” plural marked in the determinators in our corpus is, that there are surprisingly few lex¬ 
emes for which a lexemic plural is opposed to a “singular” in syntagm with plural determinators, 
with special semantic distinctions: I have noted “house(s)”, sgl. hi (e.g. def. Ex. 6:17, Num. 1:20, 
22 “fathers’ houses=fami!ies”; indef. Ex. 1:21, Deut. 8:12 “one each”, “one at any given case”), 
vs. pi. Hoy (def. Gen. 34:28, Ex. 7:28 real houses); “flesh, meat” slg. xq (def. Ex. 29:31, 
Lev. 7:15; 17; 19, Deut. 12:27, mostly “meat” conceivably to be eaten), vs. pi. xqoyi (def. 
Gen. 40:19, 41:2, Lev. 6:20, Num. 12:12, Deut. 28:55 “limbs”; but not Ex. 29:34, Lev. 8:31); 

slave(s)” (masc., fern.) sgl. bcdk/bcdki (indef., Gen. 30:43, 32:5 - maintaining gender dis¬ 
tinction), pi. eBiAiK (def., Gen. 24:61, 33:6, Ex. 32:13 - gender-indifferent); “river(s)”, sgl. lop 
(def. Ex. 7:19 in combination lop n cpi k “water-pools”, collective) vs. pi. ixpcuoy (def. ibid, and 
Ex. 8:1. “rivers”). 
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these nouns. The article has here no separate signifie , either phoricity or “defi¬ 
niteness” in any different autonomous sense: the morphic complex signifies “the 
item characterized by its inherent relationship to...”: t^ci^c mmcuychc “the 
hand characterized by its being Moses’s”. Thus, for a different kind of determi¬ 
nation (e..g., {PI-}), this “special-relationship parcel” is replaced en bloc by the 
usual phoricity syntax of noun phrases. 

3.1.2. “Inalienable association” 36 : this is a highly marked type of essential 
association spectrum, including inter alia as components: inherent attributes, inti¬ 
mate personal ties, natural (physical, biological, geographical) and conventional 
(including by-defnition) part/whole association, permanent and significant pos¬ 
session, close personal association; note that the semantic focus is always on the 
relationality of the noun lexeme rater than the special association. High pragmatic 
situation-specificity (as symptomized by “this” deixis, proper-name or very spe¬ 
cific satellites and typically interlocutive (dialogic) textemes, is a typical context 
of “inalienable association”; the singularity of the nucleus is also a striking 
component of this syndrome (only about 11 % of plurally occurring lexemes in the 

inalienables” list, in groups (a), (c), (d) - never in (b)). 

3.1.3. The “inalienably associated lexeme” list (115 items; about 30% aster¬ 
isked lexemes occur in both {n-} and {nte-} constructions, i.e. feature in the 
oppositions described in 3.1. ff.): 

(a) organs and parts of the body; parts, faculties or attributes thereof: 
mxxz* “tooth” (Ex. 21:27), *x\X “hand” (also pi.; Gen. 27:17, Ex. 14:30, 
Num. 15:23), *A(j)e “head” (also catachrestically; Ex. 24:17, Num. 8:12, 
Deut. 3:27), qcui “hair (of head)” (Lev. 19:27), ccDoy2i “crown of head 
(Deut. 28:35), qcu'f “sweat (of brow)” (Gen. 9:19), *MAcp.x “ear” (also 
pi.; Gen. 23:13, Ex. 24:7), baa “eye” (also pi.; Num. 5:13), AAAoy “pupil (of 
eye)” (Deut. 32:10), nay “look, sight” (Gen. 32:30), “mouth” (Gen. 18:If.), 
t>pa)oy “voice” (Ex. 3:9), *cmh “voice” (Gen. 4:10), cxx\ “speech, words 
(pi.; Gen. 44:24), c4>otoy “lips” (also catachrestically) (pi.; Gen. 22:17 

Ex. 14:30), 2 ht “heart” (Deut. 30:6), *ceoi 

face”, “surface” (Gen. 19:28), moo 
foot)” (pi., Deut. 14:7), ©ibc “heel 

(Gen. 32:25), oy ho^ci “flat (of thigh)” ( ibid .), “shin” (pi., Deut. 28:35), c(J)ip 
rib” (Ex. 27:7), mcctcn 2 Ht “chest” (Ex. 28:30), 2H “forepart” (Ex. 2:15), 
CAp5 “flesh” (Ex. 30:32), *CNoq “blood” (Gen. 4:10). *tgatga “secre¬ 
tion” (Lev. 15:3), *bcd<u “nakedness” (Gen. 9:22f.). 


44 


99 


99 


smell (Gen. 27:27) 

presence” (Num. 36:1), 6on “sole (of 
, chbi (Gen. 25:25), aaoa. “thigh 


a 


* 


90 


44 


44 


99 


99 


44 


* 


36 “Inalienable” possession or association (Shisha-Halevy 1986:37, 151, 157, 180). This is 
presumably comparable to Borghout’s “natural appurtenance” (Borghouts 1980) which, however, 
he opposes to “accidental” appurtenance in the case of nte-fLE m-di , with no reference to lexemic or 
semantic categories. 
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(b) personal (“life”) and numinous attributes: pHT “manner” (Num. 13:33) 

Pan “name” (Gen. 26:25, 28:19), 2ikcdn “like 
likeness” (Ex. 24:17), cuoy “glory” of God (Ex. 24:16) 
xom “might” of God (Num. 10:15), bcdtc “battle” of God (Num. 21:14) 
cdn “life” (Gen. 47:9), mg©j>gaao “old age” (Gen. 44:31), *Moy “death 

(Gen. 21:16), 2 HBI “mourning” (Deut. 34:8), piMi “wailing (in mourning) 

(i ibid .), tako “perdition” (Num. 20:3), p<DK2 “ashes” (of burnt heifer, 
Num. 19:6), *.xcdnt “anger” (Gen. 27:45), mbon “fury” ( ibid .), *nobi “sin 
(Num. 14:19), CMoy “blessing” (Gen. 28:4), *2°1' “fear” (Gen. 31:42) 
pACoy “dream” (of dreamer; Gen. 41:25), .xa).xi “slaying” (of slain, Gen. 14:7), 
m6t6inaonc “violent injustice” (of victim; Gen. 44:16). 

c) kinship terms; social/religious order, status or association terms: may 
mother” (Ex. 2:8), icdt “father” (Gen. 28:2), o^om “father-in-law” (Num. 
10:29), 2^* “husband” (Ex. 21:22), C2IMI “wife” (Gen. 16:1), ttaaaakh 
concubine” (Gen. 36:12), con “brother” (Gen. 24:27), ccdni “sister 
(Deut. 27:21), *qjHpi “son” (also pi.; Num. 31:30), * eye pi “daughter” (also 
pi.; Ex. 2:8), q^opn mmici “firstborn” (Gen. 36:15), bP°1’ “offspring 
(pi.; Gen. 25:4), 2°YP ,T “guardian” (Gen. 4:9), AAoy “boy, servant 
(Gen. 25:12, Deut. 34:5); *“owner” (Ex. 21:28), *“God” (also pi.; Gen. 24:34) 

bcdk, fern, bcdki “slave, servant” (Gen. 26:24, Ex. 3:16,18:4), pcDMi “man 

(Deut. 33:1), *aaoc “people” (Gen. 23:7), *(J>yah “tribe” (Num. 1:33) 

ahmoc “family” (Num. 26 passim ), ttapgmboah “camp” (Num. 10:14) 
gkkahcia “congregation” (Deut. 23:2) *oypo “king” (Num. 22:4), 2<ont 
priest” (Gen. 41:45), *nomoc “law” (Num. 9:14). 

(d) distinctive personal effects, possessions, rights etc.: 2 a>BC “intimate 
covering” (Deut. 23:1), 2 b cdc “personal garment” (Gen. 27:27), cy©HN “tunic 
(Gen. 37:33); cok “sack, money-bag” (pi., Gen. 44:1), M£Ay “tomb 
(Gen. 35:20), *hi “house” (also pi.; Gen. 24:27f.), G£e “ox, cow” (Ex. 23:4) 

silver, money” (Gen. 44:1), bgxg “wages” (Lev. 19:13), “staff 

kah poNOMi a “inheritance 




vf'yxH soul” (Ex. 23:9) 

ness” (Gen. 5:1), ini 
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2 AT 

(Num. 17:8ff.), toi “alloted part” (Gen. 14:24) 
(Num. 36:2f.). 


•> i 


* 




(e) essential equipment, components or attributes; broad topo-/geo- 
graphical/temporal categories and terms of reference: oyA 2 COi “beam (of 
house)” (Gen. 19:8), cdgn+ “plaited cushion (of camel)” (Gen. 31:34), kayma 


heat (of day) (Gen. 31:40), ci'f' “sowing (of seeds)” (Gen, 31:34); 
fruit” (of land, Num. 13:26) 


* 


66 


oyTA2 

KA2> land” (Deut. 34:5), *xo>pA “land, 
region” (Gen. 32:3), *TCDoy “mountain” (Gen. 21:21; see below, 3.4), *baki 
town” (in compound place-name, Deut. 34:3), qjCD'f’ “well” (in compound 
place-names, Gen. 21:31), bcd naaoai “vine” (of Sodom, in poetic name, 
Deut. 32:32), ca “direction 

m CD it “road, way” (Num. 21:1), NAy 

mAi “festival” (Ex. 23:16). 
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(Gen. 28:14), kcdj “periphery” (Num. 2:2) 

time (of day)” (Gen. 24:63, Ex. 16:6) 


55 




66 


5 


* 


239 


PLURIDIMENSIONAL OPPOSITIONS 


(f) quantitative attributes: *htti “number” (Num. 3:22, 14:34), *cf)Acyi 

half” (Num. 15:9), MH'f “middle” (Ex. 14:23) 

28:5:7), *timh “worth, price” (Lev. 5:15), *cpeBia) “exchange value” (Gen. 

47:17), *ca>x n “remainder” (Deut. 3:13). 

3.2. {P- nte the “genus (or class) name”. This, the meta-class concept 

(above, 3.0.2) is marked by {P-} (singular only, no {NEN-}). While being non- 
relative, it may still be expanded and specified by {nte-} (typically, approx. = 
which is in/at/by/on behalf of...”). 

While we are dealing here with noun lexemes that do not in fact constitute a 
closed or semi-closed list - any lexeme can in theory be marked as its “genus 
name” (= “that which is called X”) - in point of practice and statistical fact cer¬ 
tain lexeme types tend to this more than others. Lexemes attested in the [P- nte-} 
construction (see below) contain two sub-groups: 

(a) “inalienable” nouns (lex. “x”) expanded by {nte-}, in opposition to {P-n-}, 
singular and rare plurals. These are in this construction “depersonalized” or 

loosened”, i.e. marked as more general, less specific and less intimatey asso¬ 
ciated (see exx. below, 3.4). 

(b) cases of the “genus name” specified by {nte-}, but not of “inalienables”; 
singular only. These are strictly speaking out of opposition with {P-n-}, yet in 
fact constitute a group (“x”’) closely “shadowing” or “mirroring” the 
inalienable one, often virtually paired with inalienables (e.g. xom vs. nom'| % 

power”, to i vs. Mepoc “part”, pH'f’ vs. cmot “manner”, bcdo? vs. qjim 
nakedness”). This intriguing fact can, I believe, mean only the existence of a 
formally marked second type or grade of association, signalled in this case lexi¬ 
cally as well as grammatically. 

This is no doubt the most elusive semantic opposition, where fuzziness is 
most in evidence (see n.34), and resort must probably be had to scalarity: 
for this construction, while being semantically marked (for “special association”) 
with reference to the {PI- nte-} one, is simultaneously unmarked (by dint of 
{nte-}, i.e. the satellite) and marked (by {P-} and the special lexemic 
constituency, i.e. by the nucleus) with reference to {P-n-}\ it is indeed a mid¬ 
way linguistic sign, consisting of the genus name associated. Needless to 
say, the isolable lexemic lists and formal oppositions are instructive for 
the study of social and generally cultural structural traits as reflected in linguistic 
structure. (Incidentally, this construction is considerably more common in 
poetic language). 

3.2.O.I. {nte-} is thus not a “possessive” nota relationis, but a prepositional 
element expressing neutral or incidental association, while {n-} signals essential 
or inherent association; it is an adnominal circumstant, non-rectional, specifica¬ 
tion mark. Indeed, {nte-} is compatible with the possessive articles (“my-, 
your-” etc.), i.e. with the pronominal expression of possession: 
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Num. 31.18 noycoBj th pq ntgn^iomi “All their spoils of the women 
Num. 35:2 noykah poc ntgttamaji ntgnoybaki “their alloted parts of 

their holding of their towns 

3.2.1. Lexemes attested in the {P- nte-} construction (asterisked lexemes 
occur in both {nte-} and {n-} constructions, i.e. feature in the oppostions 

described in 3.1. ff.: 


99 


99 


(a) “inalienables”, expanded by {nte-} (*): *aciac “hand” (Gen. 49:24), *a4>g 

voice” (Gen. 3:8 


head” (Lev. 14:18) *mao}.x 
E x. 19:16, Deut. 5:28) 

(Gen. 17:11:14:23) 

(Lev. 20:18), *Bcucp “nakedness” (Gen. 9:23) 
Pan “name” (Ex. 23:13), *ao)nt 
26:10), * 20 ^ “fear” (Deut. 28:67), *q?Hpi 

ter” (Num. 27:1), *6c “lord” + “God 
Num. 16:22), *aaoc 
ahmoc “family” (Num. 36:8) 
law” (Lev. 14:2), *hi “house 




ear (Lev. 14:17) *cmh 

20 “face” (Lev. 19:27, Ex. 34:30), *c*p2 “flesh 

CNoq “blood” (Lev. 16:18) 


66 


66 






* 


99 




* 


secretion 




* 


a 


T6NTCN 






smell” (Lev. 26:31) 
anger” (Ex. 17:7), *Moy “death” (Num. 

son” (Gen. 37:3), *q?epi “daugh 

(Gen. 24:3, 43:23, Ex. 7:16 


* 


66 


ceoi 




* 


66 


66 


99 




people” (Gen. 23:12), *(pYAH “tribe” (Num. 1:47:49) 

oypo “king” (Num. 32:33), 

(Gen. 38:11, Num. 1:44) 


a 




* 


* 


* 


NOMOC 




* 


95 


a 


KAH pONOM IA 

inheritance” (Num. 36:8), *oyTA? “fruit, type of offering” (for the people; 






66 


66 


Lev. 16:24) *KA£i land” (Gen. 31:3), *xcupA “land, region” (Gen. 11:28) 
Tcooy “mountain” (Deut. 1:9), *baki “town” (Lev. 25:33), *cpAi “festival 
(Ex. 23:15), *ccu.xn “remainder” (Ex. 29:12), *timh “price, amount 
(Lev. 26:6), *htti “number” (Ex. 5:14), *<j)Aq?i “half” (Num. 32:33), *pe 
th fraction” (Num. 28:5). 

(b) Other lexemes: 

(1) lexemes “echoing” or “mirroring” (semantically close, partly overlap 
ping, categorically related) “inalienables”, of all subgroups (NB - infinitives 
and abstracts constitute one-third of all of these lexemes!): epcu'f’ “milk 

(Ex. 34:26), q?Ap “skin” (Lev. 13:2f.), (t)atci “sole of foot” (Deut. 28:65) 
(T)o'f’ “womb” (Num. 12:12), anom “skin (of face)” (Ex. 34:29f.), tatt 
horn” (pi., “horns of altar”: Ex. 29:12), cgbi “circumcision” (Ex. 4:26) 
(J)\tu “nakedness (of woman)” (Lev. 18:8), AyAN “colour” (Ex. 4:7), cmot 
manner” (Num. 18:7), CMoy “curse” (Num. 23:11), NOM'f “power 
(Deut. 22:27), am A£i “power” (Deut. 8:17), xpeMpeM “discontent, com 
plaint” (Ex. 16:12), 2cooycp “railing, abuse” (Ex. 17:7); kakia “wickedness 
(Ex. 32:12), KAHpoc “lot” (Num. 27:7), Mepoc “part” (Num. 32:18) 
ATTApxH “firstling, first-fruit” (Gen. 49:3), chx “foal” (of she-ass, Gen. 49:11), 
jccum “book (of the law)” (Deut. 28:61); ApxcoN “ruler” (Gen. 34:2), ApxH 
dominion”, “beginning” (Gen. 10:10), tatma “regiment” (Num. 10:14); ACAq 
frost” (of night, Gen. 31:40), oycoT 

seed” (Lev. 27:30), “desert” (Deut. 2:26), lApo “river 
MecycyiOT “plain, valley” (Gen. 14:17), h?it “north 




99 


* 


99 


66 


99 




66 




99 


66 


99 




66 


herb” (of field, Gen. 2:5), AcpoAC 

(Num. 22:5) 

south 


66 


66 


66 


99 




99 


66 


99 


P H C 
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(Ex. 27:35f.), Mcooy “water” (Num. 20:24), ma “place” (Lev. 14:17), CHoy 
time (of year, of religious calendar)” (Ex. 34:18, Lev. 25:28); MA2-, ordinal 
number (Num. 33:38). 

(2) Abstracts, infinitives, nomina actionis: aojai “multitude” (Ex. 15:7, 
Deut. 30:20), .xini gboa “exodus” (Num. 33:38), qii^OM “groaning 
(Ex. 6:5), c bok “diminishing, reduction” (Lev. 25:16), coB'f “spoils remain 
der” (Num. 31:18), mc>2 “fulness” (Deut. 33:23), ccu2i “weaving” (Ex. 28:8) 
6ici “height” (Ex. 28:15), tcumi “coupling” (Ex. 26:4), q^m “length 
(Ex. 26:2). 


a 






3.3. With {PI-} determination of the nucleus and {nte-} specification of the 
nuclear lex. “x” lexemes, the phrase is either marked for phoricity (ana- or 
cata-phoric), or else wholly unmarked for specificity/intimateness of associa¬ 
tion expressed; the reference is often general, even generic; plurals are very 
frequent - more than 80%, for the lexemes studied - and, indeed, plurality is 
here a distinctive feature. Genericity and the association of inalienability 
are incompatible semantic features. Incompatible with inalienability is also 
any other expansion of the nucleus lexemes (which as a rule precedes the 
{nte-} satellite): only unqualified lexemes are inalienably associated. Final 
in this list of syndromic factors for this construction is the appelativity of the 
satellite: this, while not incompatible with inalienability, is characteristic of 
neutral association. 


55 


3.4. Contrastive documentation: different construction for 

Note that the “{ft-} vs. { nte -}” opposition is attested for all 
cases of “{P-} vs. {P/-}” opposition have only been presented selectively. Oppo¬ 
sitions between different constructions are often encountered in syntagmatic 
proximity, in concatenations of {n-}/{nte-} phrases 37 . Three question marks: 

(???)” accompany lexemes for which the conditioning factors or opposition 
semantics are for me wholly or partly obscure. 


x” lexemes, 

x” lexemes: 


U 




cc 


\P-n-} 


{P- nte-} 


{PI- nte-} 


son, daughter : q>Hpi, qjepi 

+ proper name 
son/daughter 
proper 

Gen. 25:4, 

Lev. 16:1, 18:10 
Num. 31:30 & 

passim 


a 


generic; 
dynastic; 
tribal; 

descendents”; 
daughters of man 

Gen. 6:2, 28:If., 
Deut. 2:4, 31:9 


+ appellative 
of old age 
group concept 
sons of man 

Gen. 11:5, 27:46 
37:3, Num. 27:1 
Lev. 18:17 


U 


55 


U 


55 




55 


U 


U 


55 


37 


Exx.: Gen. 23:7, 24:15, 29:10, Ex. 4:25ff., 29:20, Lev. 25:49, Num. 32:33, Deut. 34:8. 
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{PI- nte-} 


{P-n -} 

house”: hi, pi. Hoy 

singular: 

house” proper: 

+ proper name, 
sgl. kins, sgl. persons 

Gen. 20:13, 28:2 
34:19, 34:26, 39:5 


{/*- nte -} 


44 


plural: 

stock, family 
phoric, comprehensive 

Ex. 6:17 
Lev. 25:33 

Num. 1:20 


stock”; “house 
(of servitude) 

(rarely) “house 

Gen. 50:8, 38:11, Ex. 
13:14, Num. 1:44,2:32 


U 


99 


99 


U 


U 


99 


ear”: 


44 


+ appellative 

Ex. 29:20, Lev. 14:17 


+ proper name 

Ex. 29:20 


God”: (J)'}’, Lord”: 6c: 

+ proper noun, 

sgl. kins 

Gen. 32:10, Ex. 3:6 


44 


of heaven & earth 
of mercy” + plural 

kins Gen. 24:3, 43:23 
Ex. 34:6 


99 


U 


U 


king”: oypo 


44 


+ placename 

Num. 32:33, Deut. 1:4 


+ plur. ethnonym 

Num. 32:33, Deut. 1:4 


+ plur. appella¬ 
tive Num. 21:18 


9:26 


festival”: ojai 


44 


+ singular 

(calendar) event 


+ plural non-event 
(non-calendar) 

Ex. 23:15, Num. 16:13:16 


plural 

Lev. 23:44 


Ex. 23:16 


face”: ?o 


44 


face 

(of skin) 

Ex. 34:29, 
Lev. 19:15, 
Num. 19:16 


U 


99 U 


look (of skin) 

Ex. 34:30, 

Lev. 13:34, 19:27 


plural “face 

Ex. 25:19 


surface 


99 


U 


99 


99 


hand : x\x 


a 


specific, proper 

Lev. 14:18, 
Num. 15:23 


poetic, generic 
figurative 

Gen. 49:24, Lev. 26:25 


blood : CNoq 

(???) 


a 


usually human 

Gen. 4:10, 9:5f. 

Lev. 16:18 


animal 

Ex. 29:12, 
Lev. 14:17 


animal 

Lev. 16:18 


secretion : tcatca 

of body 

Lev. 15:3 


44 


u 


99 


flux (of blood) 

Lev. 20:18 


U 


99 
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[P- nte-} 


{PI- nte-} 


{P-n- 


66 


smell”: ceoi 


of offerings 

Lev. 26:31 


U 


99 


personal 

Gen. 27:27 


voice”: cmh 


66 


sound of words/ 
instrument 

Ex. 19:16, Deut. 1:34 
5:28 


voice of person 

of the Lord 

Gen. 4:10, 27:22 
Deut. 5:25, 21:18 


word” (of the 
Lord in hands of 
Moses) 

Num. 4:41:45 


99 


U 




u 


99 


U 


99 


head”: A<be 


66 


generic (“of him 
who 


of a person, ani 
mal, mountain 

Num. 8:12. 


U 


) Lev. 14:18 


99 


99 


Deut. 3:27 


nakedness”: acuop 
(? ? ?) “of their father 

Gen. 9:22f. 

Gen. 9:23 


66 


of their father 

(subsequent) 


99 


U 


99 


anger”: jccunt 


66 


of person” (sgl.) 

Ex. 17:7 


in naming: generic 

poetic, Gen. 27:45 




Deut. 32:27 




66 


name pan 


+ proper name/ 

place Gen. 26:25 


of other gods 

Ex. 23:13 


+ appellative, 
phoric 

Gen. 25:13, 46:8 
Num. 3:2f. 


U 


99 


death”: Moy 


a 


+ appellative 

Num. 26:10 


+ proper name 

Gen. 21:16 


cc 


sin : nob i 


specific 

+ proper name 

Num. 14:19 


plural-generic 

Ex. 20:5, 34:7 

Num. 14:18 


generic 

(sgl.) 

Lev. 10:17 


fear”: ?of 


64 


of heart 

Deut. 28:67 


U 


99 


+ proper name 

Gen. 31:42 
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{P-n-} 


[PI- nte-} 


{P- nte-} 


number : htti 

(???) 


44 


of names/families 
quota” (of bricks) 

Num. 1 passim , 

Ex. 2:11, 5:14 


of souls/days/ 
years 

Ex. 16:16, Lev. 25:15 
Num. 14:34 


U 


55 


U 


55 


U 


fraction”: p e-“n 

(normal) 
of measure 

Num. 28:5:7, 15:4ff. 


55 


44 


(???) 


U 


of measure 

Num. 28:5 


55 


55 


U 


half”: 4 >ao>i 
(???) (normal) 

of measure/tribe/ 
animal 

Num. 15:9, 34:14 
Deut. 3:12f. 


44 


of tribe/people 

Num. 31:42, 32:33 


U 


the other half” 

phoric: Ex. 24:6 

expanded: Num. 

31:36 


55 


U 


U 


55 


remainder”: ccoacn 

+ proper name 

Deut. 3:13 


44 


+ appellative 

Ex. 29:12 


worth”: timh 

of silver 

Lev. 5:15 


44 


paid for/on be¬ 
half” Lev. 26:6, 27:6 


u 


55 


antithesis deixis 

(?) Lev. 27:5 


u 


exchange (price): e b i cu 

(in) exchange 
(for)” Gen. 47:17 
Num. 3:41, 

Deut. 28:47 


44 


U 


the price of 
(generic) 

Deut. 23:18 


55 


U 


people : aaoc 

(???) “of the land 

(1st mention) 

Gen. 23:7 


44 


of the land 
(2nd mention) 

Gen. 23:12 


55 


of the land 

(final mention) 

Gen. 23:13, also 
Ex. 5:5; “of the 

Lord”, generic, 

Num. 17:6 


U 


55 


U 


55 


tribe”: ©yah 


44 


+ appellative 

Num. 1:47 etc. 


+ appellative: 
plural, phoric: 

Num. 1:49, 32:28 
35:3, 36:3 


+ proper name 
(normal) 

Num. 1 passim 
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{PI- nte-} 


{P- nte-} 


P-n - 


family”: ahmoc 

+ proper name 
(normal constr.) 

Num. 26 passim 

Num. 3:30:33 


66 


phoric, often 
plural 

Num. 26:14:18: 

37:43:47, 3:27f. 


+ appellative 
(rarer) + proper 

name Num. 26:12:20f.: 
24, 36:8,4:33 


inheritance”: kahponomia 

specific, + 
proper name 
interlocutive 

Num. 36:2f. 


66 


+ general, 

+ appellative 
delocutive 

Num. 36:7f. 


town”: baki 


66 


+ appellative 
plural 

Lev. 25:33, 
Deut. 20:15 


of their 
holding 
singular 

Lev. 25:33 


U 


in compound 
proper name 
singular 

Deut. 34:3 


11 


mountain”: Tcuoy 

(???) . 


66 


the Mountain 

of Sinai” Ex. 19: 
18:20, 23 
(phoric?), 24:16, 
34:2:4:29, Lev. 7: 
38 (phoric?) 
plural: Gen. 8:4, 
Num. 33:47; “the 

mountain of 

God” Ex. 19:3 


ii 


Mount Sinai 

Ex. 19:11, 31:18, 

34:32, Lev. 25:1, 26:46 
27:34, Num. 3:1, 28:6 
(normal) + place- 
name Nom. 12:6, 

Deut. 1:2:3:8:12, 

Deut. 32:? 


+ appellative 

Deut. 1:7 


U 


11 


land : ka?i 


66 


the whole land 

of Egypt”; “of 

Egypt” Ex. 7:19: 

21 etc. (rarer) 


U 


+ appellative 

Gen. 31:3, 32:9, 36:43 
Ex. 6:4, Lev. 26:44 


+ placename, 
of Egypt” (usual) 

Ex. 6:13, 8:7 etc., Lev. 
18:3, Deut. 34:5 


U 


law”: nomoc 


66 


of Easter” (specific) 


66 


generic: cases 

Ex. 12:43, Num. 9:12:14 categories 


Lev. 12:7, 14:2:12, 15:3 


fruit”: oyTA 2 


66 


of the land 


U 


on behalf of (the 
people)” Lev. 16.24 


11 


U 


Num. 13:26 



246 


A. SHISHA-HALEVY 


{PI- nte-} 




{P-n 




+ appellative; 

generic Gen. 25:6 

plural, “wives 
women” Gen. 

37:2, Num. 31:9 


children hp°t 


44 


+ proper name 

Gen. 23:3, 25:4 


singular, “wife 

Gen. 36:10, 38:8 


99 


99 


99 


44 


woman c^imi 


u 


boy” i.Aoy 


44 


+ proper name, 
phoric Gen. 24: 

59, 26:18f., 

Ex. 9:20 


+ proper name 

Gen. 24:34, 26: 


public; phoric 
(mostly plural) 

Num. 10:3, 

Ex. 38:30 


singular, personal 
and public 

Gen. 18: If. 10, 19:10 
Ex. 40:5f. 


door” po 


4 6 


allotted part” toi 


+ pronoun, phoric 

Gen. 43:34 


44 


+ proper name 

Gen. 43:34 


of town/place 

Gen. 19:4, 26:7 


of God 

Deut. 33:1 


U 


99 


99 


99 


u 


44 


man pcuMi 


specific 

Num. 5:13 


metaphoric- 

generic Num. 

16:14 


99 


44 


eye baa 


flat of thigh 

Gen. 32:26 

unexpanded 

Ex. 40:20 


breadth 

Ex. 27:12f. 


U 


99 


U 


breadth” oyhcuci 


99 


44 


expanded 

Ex. 40:22 


rib” ccp i p 


44 


specific 

Ex. 23:19 


soul” YyxH 


44 


generic 

Lev. 17:11:14 


phoric 

Num. 17:2 


non-phoric 

Num. 17:8 ff. 


staff op B COT 


44 


3.5 {OU-/0-}-nte - : following an indefinite nucleus, a nucleus determined by 
zero or {0- niben } “any...”, {nte-} is fully conditioned, i.e. devoid of pertinence, 
expressing neutral association. Examples 38 : 

Ex. 31:3 TTNeyMA NTe-tf)^: “spirit of God 

Lev. 25:49 oycoN NTe-neqicoT “a brother of his father’s”. 




38 


More exx.: indef.: Ex. 3:15, 28:12, Num. 25:13, Deut. 4:12, 32:14, {0-j : Ex. 37:16, Num. 
25:13; {0- niben}: Lev. 7:23, 14:54, Deut. 5:14. It is the absence of the {nte -}-alternant that char¬ 
acterizes the homonymous {/?-} “to, for” (e.g. Gen. 47:25, Num. 17:25, Deut. 32.9) and the “parti¬ 
tive” { n -} “from, among” (e.g. Gen. 37:20, Deut. 16:5). 
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